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As the late Army Gen. Creighton Abrams, 

Vietnam-era Chief of Staff used to say, ‘‘Fight-
ing in the name of peace is like seeking virtue 
in a bordello.’’

It is time to start over, before a bad situation 
gets worse. The deployment of land troops for 
combat—daintily described by Mrs. Albright as 
a ‘‘nonpermissive environment’’—will not bring 
peace to a Kosovo that no longer exists. Why 
not follow the president’s lead, and do some-
thing to make everyone feel better about the 
situation? 

There are lots of creative ways to achieve 
the president’s stated goals—diversity, com-
munity and belonging—without passing bad 
legislation or needlessly putting combat sol-
diers at risk. For starters, Mr. Clinton’s Holly-
wood friends could stage a remake of that 
memorable soft-drink commercial—the one 
featuring a hillside of children folk-singing 
about apple trees, honey bees, and buying the 
world a Coke. 

With help, Balkan refugees could participate 
in the production. Perhaps the International 
Monetary Fund could take the $5 billion loan 
that Russian Prime Minister Yevgeny 
Primakov recently passed up, and divert it to 
Albania and other neighboring countries that 
are willing to provide clean clothes, food, and 
safe, temporary housing. 

Forget the usual presidential photo-ops with 
deployed soldiers in fatigues. Let Bill Clinton 
risk his own neck for a change. To burnish his 
legacy, he could fly into Belgrade on an 
Apache helicopter, and play the saxophone at 
one of those rock concerts. Even with bullet-
proof glass, it would make a great picture for 
the history books—just like the ones of John 
F. Kennedy in Berlin and Ronald Reagan at 
the Wall. 

Then the belligerent Balkan leaders could 
be flown back to the White House for some 
friendly attitude adjustment. They could even 
shake hands in front of a beaming president, 
arms outstretched in a striking freeze frame 
that would make everyone feel good. So all to-

gether now . . . let’s join hands, light a can-
dle, and sing ‘‘Kumbaya.’’ We can win the 
peace war in Kosovo. Just keep our soldiers 
out of it. 

f 

TAX DEDUCTION FAIRNESS ACT 
OF 1999 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to introduce legislation that will help 
restore tax fairness to millions of peo-
ple in my home State of Washington 
and in other States throughout this 
great Nation. The problem, Mr. Speak-
er, is the lack of a deduction for sales 
taxes in the current tax code. Although 
the government allows tax deductions 
for a number of things, State and local 
income taxes, property taxes, self-em-
ployment taxes and others, one cat-
egory is noticeably missing and that is 
sales tax. Today and every year at this 
time, taxpayers send their tax returns 
to the IRS. It is a ritual that all Amer-
icans have become accustomed to. It is 
often frustrating. But we do it because 
we have to uphold our duties as a cit-
izen. But that ritual brings added frus-
tration for taxpayers in my State. A 
taxpayer in my State who has identical 
income and expenses to someone in an-
other State should be able to deduct 
the amount they pay in State income 
tax, but that is not the case in Wash-
ington. We have no income tax, and we 
are not allowed to deduct our State 
sales taxes. 

Folks in my State have the same 
amount of Federal income taxes with-
held from their paychecks, but when it 
comes time to itemize their returns, 

they can only deduct nothing, because 
they have no income tax and they are 
not allowed to deduct their sales tax. It 
is not that we pay less in taxes. On the 
contrary, we are in the top quarter of 
States in the amount of our personal 
income that goes to taxes. But thanks 
to the change in the tax code in 1986 
when lawmakers decided to remove the 
deduction for sales taxes, people in 
Washington State were shortchanged. 

Let me ask this simple question. 
Should residents of Washington have to 
pay hundreds more to the Federal 
treasury than those who live in other 
States, including States right across 
the river? Does it make sense for the 
Federal Government to dictate to 
States how they should structure their 
tax system? I would assert that the an-
swer is clearly no. Federal taxes should 
be levied on all of our Nation’s citizens 
in a fair and equitable manner, not in 
a way that gives preference to some 
who happen to live in one State with 
an income tax while penalizing resi-
dents in States with sales taxes. 

That is why today I am introducing 
legislation to correct this inequity. My 
bill, the Tax Deduction Fairness Act of 
1999, would reinstate the sales tax de-
duction and direct the IRS to develop 
tables of average sales tax liabilities 
for taxpayers in every State. It would 
then give the taxpayer an option, to 
deduct either the State income tax or 
their State sales taxes paid in the pre-
vious year. 

Frankly, this is nothing new. Before 
1986, taxpayers were allowed to use 
simple tables to deduct their sales tax. 

Mr. Speaker, I enter into the RECORD 
a sample of the form that was used in 
1986.
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Critics might suggest this would 

make the tax code more complex. I am 
the last to want to make the tax code 
more complex and in fact I will work 
vigorously to simplify that code. But 

the bill I am introducing today does 
not complicate the tax code. It adds 
one very simple line to one simple form 
already filled out by a taxpayer 
itemizing his or her deductions. Adding 

that line will save our taxpayers hun-
dreds of dollars every year. For clarity, 
I will submit that Schedule A for the 
RECORD as well.
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If you look simply at line 5 of Sched-

ule A, you see where people who pay in-
come taxes to their State can deduct 
that, and you will see there is no line 
for Washington State taxpayers or tax-
payers in similar States to deduct their 
sales tax. 

This is not a complicated bill. It is a 
very simple bill, it is a fair bill and I 
would urge my colleagues to support it. 
We have an obligation to treat citizens 
fairly at the Federal level. That is why 
I am here, to fight for simple fairness. 

This is the second time I have stood 
here in this well in less than a month 
to sponsor legislation that will protect 
our citizens from being subjected to 
unfair taxation. I will come back to the 
well of this House again and again 
until we achieve that standard. 

I hope that my colleagues will see 
the wisdom of this fair proposal and 
that we can take swift action to re-
store this common-sense option. I in-
vite them to join me in this effort for 
the simple reason that it is the right 
thing to do. 

f 

ON NATIONAL SECURITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise this afternoon out of concern for 
the State of America’s national secu-
rity. I do not want to speak directly to 
the ongoing operations in Kosovo 
today, although I am deeply troubled 
by the enormous uncertainties that 
seem to be the consequence of a poorly 
planned policy. Instead, I want to ad-
dress the consequences of Kosovo on 
the U.S. military presence worldwide. I 
believe we are facing a period of unac-
ceptable risk. 

Our armed forces are spread across 
the globe, from South Korea to Latin 
America. We are engaged in areas that 
are clearly essential to American secu-
rity and in areas that are clearly tan-
gential to our security. We are engaged 
in what are essentially two air wars on 
two continents at the same time to 
which we are asking combat engineers 
to devote themselves to building roads 
and bridges. We are deterring invasion 
and we are garrisoning in support of 
peace agreements. 

What we must consider is whether we 
are doing too much and we spread too 
thin. Historically we have been warned 
of the dangers of ‘‘imperial over-
stretch.’’ Unfortunately, I have fears 
that we are reaching such a point 
today. I do not want to call for re-
trenchment or retreat, but we must 
ask if we have gone too far and if we 
have asked too much of the armed 
forces. If we have, it is the job of Con-
gress and the administration to work 
together to identify solutions. 

In 1997, the Quadrennial Defense Re-
view reaffirmed the requirement that 

the U.S. must be prepared to fight two 
nearly simultaneously major theater 
wars while also staying ready for lesser 
contingencies. I have argued in Con-
gress that the available funding for the 
Department of Defense has been inad-
equate to meet those requirements. 

When the United States fought the 
1991 Persian Gulf War, we had about 3.2 
million soldiers in the active and re-
serve components. Ten years later, 
today, we have 900,000 fewer men and 
women in uniform.

b 1645 

The Army, which has been tasked 
with the responsibility of maintaining 
the majority of our overseas presence, 
has seen its active duty end strength 
fall by some 40 percent since 1991. 
Today we maintain as a matter of na-
tional strategy 100,000 troops in Asia 
and another 100,000 troops in Europe. 
We now have more than 20,000 per-
sonnel actively engaged in Operation 
Allied Force, and nearly 40,000 per-
sonnel are engaged in an astonishing 20 
other operations around the world 
today, and the situation today varies 
only slightly from the breakneck oper-
ational pace since the Persian Gulf 
War. A recent Congressional Research 
Service report counts 28 different con-
tingency operations from 1991 until 
now at a cost of nearly $18 billion. The 
President has committed our resources 
to these operations. 

The Air Mobility Command Base in 
my hometown of Spokane at Fairchild 
is an example of this extraordinary in-
tensive operational tempo. Fairchild is 
kept very busy supporting KC–135 aer-
ial refueling tankers from 16 different 
locations around the world. Ninety-
seven percent of the total crew force 
from the 92nd Airlift Wing is deployed 
today. 

We are trying to maintain this level 
of international presence with increas-
ingly ancient equipment. The KC–135’s 
based at Fairchild have an average age 
of 37 years. There is no planning for re-
placement largely because there are no 
funds available. The B–52s, which were 
also once based at Fairchild, are slight-
ly older, yet the Air Force intends to 
keep them in the inventory until 2040. 
No replacement is in sight, another 
victim of dramatically smaller defense 
budgets. Despite the intensive oper-
ational pace, defense spending has fall-
en 30 percent from Fiscal Year 1991 lev-
els and 40 percent from Fiscal Year 1985 
levels. 

As we overcommit our forces to tan-
gential operations around the globe, 
the risk increases. Troops deployed in 
Haiti cannot immediately support mis-
sions in Korea, and troops trained to 
keep the peace in Bosnia are not com-
bat ready if they are called upon to de-
fend Kuwait. 

A rubber band can only be stretched 
so far before it breaks, and I fear we 
are nearing that point. Mr. Milosevic 

called the Clinton administration’s 
bluff in Kosovo, and 3 weeks ago Amer-
ican forces were pitched into a war we 
had not planned for and lacked the re-
sources to immediately support. What 
would formerly have been considered a 
lesser contingency has now tied down a 
significant number of our conventional 
combat power. 

General Clark’s recent request for re-
inforcements is for a total of 800 planes 
in the region, tying up nearly seven 
combat air wings out of a total of 20 in 
Europe. Our most important assets are 
committed. We have heavily taxed our 
available airlift. It is all tied up with 
supporting our forces and the refugees 
in Kosovo. There is no carrier battle 
group providing coverage in Northeast 
Asia because of the need to support the 
Balkan mission. We have nearly ex-
pended all available air launched cruise 
missiles, and both the Air Force and 
the Navy have submitted emergency 
requests to replenish depleted stores. 

Now it looks like the President is 
going to be calling up the Reserves to 
support this mission, the first call-up 
since the Persian Gulf War. Can we sus-
tain this pace? It is very questionable. 
We must fund it if we are going to sus-
tain it.

The services have presented the National 
Security Appropriations Subcommittee a list of 
unfunded requirements that amounts to over 
$7 million a year, and these funds are needed 
just to meet the military’s most critical needs, 
not considering any of the shortfalls that have 
emerged in the last few weeks. This is a seri-
ous situation and supplemental funding should 
include not just the costs of the operation, but 
also the critical funds that the military needs to 
step back from the brink to which it has been 
pushed. We must reverse continued deteriora-
tion of our Armed Forces.

f 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES GROUP 
LONG-TERM CARE INSURANCE 
ACT OF 1999 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SHIMKUS). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CUMMINGS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, the 
provision of long-term care insurance 
coverage to Federal employees is an 
important priority for me as ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on Civil 
Service. On January 6, I introduced 
H.R. 110, the Federal Employees Group 
Long-Term Care Insurance Act of 1999. 
My bill is one of four elements of the 
comprehensive long-term care package 
proposed earlier this year by President 
Clinton. 

H.R. 110 would authorize the Office of 
Personnel Management to purchase a 
policy or policies from one or more 
qualified private sector contractors to 
make long-term care insurance avail-
able to Federal employees, retirees and 
eligible family members at group rates. 
Coverage would be paid for entirely by 
those who elect it. 
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